REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-4, 8, 12, 13, 19, 20, and 25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Olsson, U.S. Patent No. 3,767,162, in view of Thompson, U.S. Patent No. 
4,428,561 . Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 9-11, 26, and 29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Olsson in view of Thompson and further in view of Williams, U.S. Patent No. 4,363,681. 
Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 22 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olsson in 
view of Thompson and further in view of Hitz et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,037,065. Reconsideration 
of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to provide, in part, for, "a spacer which is 
hydraulically actuated to apply a force to move the closure body at least along the direction of the 
axis of rotation at least during operation of the blocking apparatus." 

Independent claim 12 has been amended to provide, in part, for, "a second actuating 
device for the closure body which is hydraulically actuated," and "applying an external force by 
the second actuating device to alter the location and position of the closure body along the 
direction of the axis of rotation or in a direction which is perpendicular to the axis, at least during 
operation of the blocking apparatus." 

Antecedent basis for the amendments to independent claims 1 and 12, insofar as recited 
above, is found in the specification, at least on page 8, line 38, to page 9, line 5, and on page 10, 
lines 18-22. 

The Examiner, in his rejection of independent claims 1 and 12, alleges that element 10 in 
Olsson is equivalent to the spacer found in independent claim 1, (Office Action, page 2, 
paragraph 3, line 7), but admits that Olsson "lacks a spacer that applies a force," (Office Action, 
page 2, paragraph 3, line 1 1). The Examiner, however, alleges, that Thompson teaches a spacer 
element 39 that is adjustable by the threads and operable to apply a force, (Office Action, page 3, 
lines 1-2). 

In the first place, the alleged spacer of Thompson 39 is, as the Examiner indicates, 
adjustable via threads and is not "hydraulically actuated," as required in amended independent 



00868106.1 



-9- 



claims 1 and 12. Secondly, Thompson appears to nowhere teach, disclose, or suggest the 
operation of the spacer or the second actuating device at least during operation of the blocking 
apparatus, as required by independent claims 1 and 12. Finally, there is no motivation to 
combine Thompson with Olsson where the alleged spacer 10 in Olsson is actually "sealing rings 
10 that engage the plug around the inner end of each passage portion 7 and provide seats for the 
valve element," (column 3, lines 38-40). The only motion that appears to be imparted to the 
alleged closure body or plug 8 of Olsson, (Office Action, page 2, paragraph 3, line 5; Olsson, 
column 3, lines 23-24), is imparted to the plug by stem 13, which is indicated by the Examiner to 
be equivalent to the rotation device of independent claim 1, (Office Action, page 2, paragraph 3, 
line 5; Olsson, column 3, lines 59-60). 

Since each of claims 2-4, 8-11, 13, 19-20, 22, 25-26, and 29 is directly or indirectly 
dependent upon one of independent claims 1 and 12, each of claims 2-4, 8-11, 13, 19-20, 22, 25- 
26, and 29 is allowable for at least the same reasons recited above with respect to the allowability 
of independent claims 1 and 12. 

Claims 5-7, 14-18, 21, 23, 24, 27, and 28 were objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but were stated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Reconsideration of the objection 
is respectfully requested. 

Since each of claims 5-7, 14-18, 21, 23, 24, 27, and 28 is directly or indirectly dependent 
upon one of independent claims 1 and 12, each of claims 5-7, 14-18, 21, 23, 24, 27, and 28 is 
allowable for at least the same reasons recited above with respect to the allowability of 
independent claims 1 and 12. 

It is to be noted that grounds for the rejection of claim 30 have not been stated in the 
Office Action. 

The Examiner stated, in a telephonic interview conducted on September 10, 2007, that 
the amendments to independent claims 1 and 12, as set forth in this Amendment, would 
overcome the rejections in the Office Action to which this Amendment responds. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, allowance of claims 1-30 is 
respectfully requested. 
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